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in terms similar to those now contained in section 18 (ij_(*) _of the
English Matrimonial Causes Act, 1950,*
The Court of Appeal held that this decree, though not given
by the court of the common domicil of the parties at the time
of the proceedings, must be recognized as valid. In the words
of Hodson L.J.:
'It must surely be that what entitles an English court to assume
jurisdiction, must be equally effective in the case of a foreign court . . .
I would say that where, as here, there is in substance reciprocity, it
would be contrary to principle and inconsistent with comity if the
courts of this country were to refuse to recognize a jurisdiction which
mutatis mutandis they claim for themselves.'2
The principle thus established was applied by Barnard J, in
Carr v. Carr3 where the Northern Irish court had exercised
jurisdiction under a statute again equivalent to section 18 (i) (a)
of the English Act.
Foreign Since these decisions, the courts have not lost the oppor-
sdiction tunity to apply the same principle to cases where the foreign
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i8(i)(*) jurisdiction has been assumed on ground substantially similar
Elfish to the three years' ordinary residence of the wife which suffices
statute under section 18 (i) (£) of the Matrimonial Causes Act.4
Modem     A further and far-reaching development is that reciprocal
ecibar^.^ treatment is no longer confined to cases where there is sub-
principle stantial similarity between the English and foreign jurisdic-
tional rules. This development was initiated by Karminski J. in
Robinson-Scott v. Robinson-Scott^ where he held that a foreign
decree will be recognized even though the jurisdictional ground
upon which it was based is not an exact replica of section 18.
The ground may have been, for instance, that the parties had
last lived together in the foreign forum6 or that the wife had
acquired a separate domicil there,7 yet, if in fact the wife has
ordinarily resided there for a period of three years immediately
prior to the proceedings, the decree will be recognized, since
the English court itself would have exercised jurisdiction on
proof of such a residence.
1 Supra, p. 388.	2 [1953] P- 246> at pp. 81-82.
3	[i9SS] i W.L.R. 422.
4	See the authorities in notes 6 and 7 infra.
5	[19583 P. 71- 35 B.TJBJJ.. p. 265. (P. B. Carter); 7 L ff C.L.Q. 166
(R.H.G.).
6	Arnold v. Armld, [1957] P. 237; Mannings. Manning, [1958] P. 112;
Gerrardv. Gerrard, Ike Times, iSNov. 1958; Matckettv. Matchett, The Times,
16 Dec. 1958.	7 Robinson-Scott v. Robinson-Scott, [1958] P. 71.

